TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
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FLEM NG Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejec-
tion of clainms 1, 3 through 7, and 10 through 13, all the
clainms pending in the present application. Cains 2, 8 and 9
have been cancel | ed.

The invention relates to a printed circuit board.
In particular, Appellants disclose on page 3 of the specifica-
tion that problens arise when a printed circuit board needs
nodi fication. For exanple, a nodification may be necessary to
correct a problemw th a conponent on the printed circuit
board by addi ng anot her conmponent. On page 5 of the specifi-
cation, Appellants disclose that they have sol ved this problem
by providing a first circuit board and a second circuit board.
The first printed circuit board conprises a first electrical
circuit conponent on a first side of the first printed circuit
board. The first electrical circuit conponent has one or nore

pi ns that pass through one or nore corresponding holes in the
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first printed circuit board. Each of the pins protrudes from
an opposite side of the printed circuit board. A second
printed circuit board has one or nore holes and is nounted
directly to the opposite side of the first printed circuit
board. The pins of the first electri- cal circuit conponent

protrude through at | east one of the holes

of the second printed circuit board. The second printed
circuit board has one or nore electrical circuit conponents
connect ed to the first electrical circuit conmponent. On
page 10 of the specification, Appellants disclose that figure
1B shows that an electrical circuit conponent 12 is disposed
on one side of the first printed circuit board 10. The el ec-
trical circuit conponent 12 has pins 16 that pass through
holes in the first printed circuit board and protrude from
these holes to the opposite side of the first printed circuit
board. The pins pass through holes in the second printed
circuit board 18 which have additional electrical circuit
conponents needed for the nodification.

| ndependent claim 10 is reproduced as foll ows:
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10. An apparatus conpri sing:

a first printed circuit board supporting a plurality
of electrical conponents, a first one of said plurality of
el ectrical conponents being mounted on a first side of said
first printed circuit board, said first printed circuit board
having holes therein, said first electrical circuit conponent
havi ng one or nore pins each passing through one of said holes
in said first printed circuit board and each protrudi ng from
an opposite side of said first printed circuit board;

a second printed circuit board having one or nore
hol es and being nounted to said opposite side of said first
printed circuit board with said one or nore pins of said first
el ectrical conponent protruding through at | east one of said
holes in said second printed circuit board, said second
printed circuit board
being vertically in alignnent with said first electrical com
ponent and being conparably smaller in |length and wi dth than
said first printed circuit board.

The reference relied on by the Exam ner is as
fol |l ows:

Danon 3,891, 898 June 24,
1975

On page 2 of the Exam ner's answer, the Exam ner
states that clains 1 and 3 through 7 are allowed for the
reasons that the device has a second printed circuit board
bei ng nounted directly to the opposite side of the first
printed circuit board, the second printed circuit board being
mount ed sol ely by having the pins protrude through at | east
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one of the holes of the second printed circuit board. Thus,
clainms 10 through 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as
bei ng anti ci pated by Danon.

Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellants or
t he Exam ner, we nake reference to the briefs? and answer for

detail s thereof.

OPI NI ON
After a careful review of the evidence before us, we
do not agree wth the Exam ner that clains 10 through 13 are
anti ci pated by Danon.
It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder
8§ 102 can be found only if the prior art reference discloses
every element of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324,

1326, 231 USPQ 136, 138 (Fed. G r. 1986) and Lindemann

2 Appellants filed an appeal brief on October 21, 1996.
Appel lants filed a reply brief on Decenber 16, 1996. The
Exam ner mail ed a conmmuni cati on on January 22, 1997 stating
that the reply brief has been entered and consi dered but no
further response by the Exam ner is deened necessary.
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Maschi nenfabrik GVBH v. American Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d
1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. G r. 1984).

Appel | ants argue on pages 12 and 13 of the brief
t hat Danon does not teach an apparatus conpri sing:

a first printed circuit board
supporting a plurality of electrical
conponents, a first one of said plurality
of electrical conponents being nmounted on a
first side of said first printed circuit
board . . . having holes therein, said
first electrical conponent having one or
nore pins each passing through one of said
holes in said first printed circuit board
and each protruding froman opposite side
of said first printed circuit board. . . ;
and

: a second printed circuit board
havi ng one or nore hol es and bei ng nount ed
with said one or nore pins of said
first electrical conponent protruding
t hrough at | east one of said holes in said
second printed circuit board, said second
printed
circuit board being vertically in alignnment
with said first electrical conmponent and
bei ng conparably smaller in |l ength and
width than said first printed circuit board
[ enrphasi s added].

Appel | ants argue that Danbn does not teach a first printed
circuit board and a second printed circuit board as recited in

Appel I ant' s cl ai m 10.
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On pages 1 through 3 of the reply brief, Appellants
argue that Danon's board 11 is not a printed circuit board.
Appel l ants argue that the ordinary definition of a printed
circuit board is defined in the Dictionary of Conputing
(Oxford University Press, Third Edition, 1990) as foll ows:

A physical realization of an electronic

circuit design in which the connections

bet ween the term nals of individual

conponents are formed from copper

conductors |lamnated onto a flat supporting

sheet of insulating material such as fiber

gl ass. The conductor pattern is nornally

printed and etched onto the sheet and

conponents are then attached to the copper

"l ands" by hand or dip sol dering.

Appel l ants argue that the wire wappi ng Danon's board 11 is
di stingui shable froma printed circuit board as clai ned by
Appel lants in claim10.

Qur reviewing court states inIn re Zletz, 893 F. 2d
319, 321, 13 UsP@d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cr. 1989) that "clains
must
be interpreted as broadly as their terns reasonably allow"

Mor eover, when interpreting a claim words of the claimare

generally given their ordinary and accustomed nmeani ng, unl ess
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it appears fromthe specification or the file history that

they were used differently by the inventor. Carroll Touch,
Inc. v. Electro Mechanical Sys., Inc., 15 F.3d 1573, 1577, 27

UsPQ@d 1836, 1840

(Fed. Cir. 1993). Although an inventor is indeed free to
define the specific terns used to describe his or her
invention, this nust be done with reasonable clarity,

del i berateness, and precision. In re Paulsen, 30 F.2d 1475,
1480, 31 USPQ 1671, 1674 (Fed. Cir. 1994).

The Exam ner argues that the ordinary definition of
printed circuit board is found in the Patent and Trademark
Ofice's (PTO classification definition which states: "an
i nsul ati ng panel wherein conductors are applied thereto by
coating, lamnating, or bonding in such a manner that the
conductors are pernmanently attached to the panel." The
Exam ner argues that by this definition, which is broader than
the Appellants' dictionary definition, Danobn's board 11 is a
printed circuit board.

W fail to agree with the Exam ner that the

definition found in the PTO classification definition can be
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viewed as the comon ordinary neaning of a printed circuit
board. First, the PTO classification definition is for use by
Exam ners to determ ne only where a patent application should
be classified and is not an ordinary meani ng used by the
public for determining a definition. Therefore, we find that
the definition of printed circuit board, as defined in the
Dictionary of Conputing, is the ordinary and accustoned
meaning for the term"printed circuit board" as argued by
Appel | ant s.

Turning to Danon, we find that Danon discl oses that
t he second board shown in figure 3 is a printed circuit board.
See colum 4, lines 49 through 66. 1In addition, we find that
Danon di scloses that the first circuit board is a | am nated
board made of three conductive planes 12, 13 and 14 separated
by dielectric layers 15 and 16 as shown in figure 1. See
colum 3, lines 19 through 39. W further find that Danon
does teach in figure 1 that the panel board 11 has connections
between the term nals of individual conponents (pins 22) which
are formed froma copper conductor (conductive planes 12, 13,

14) lam nated onto a flat supporting sheet of insulating
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material (dielectric layers 15 and 16). Furthernore, we note
t hat Danon shows that the conductive |layer 14 is shaped to
connect certain pins (e.g. 24) and not other pins (e.g. 21).
Therefore, we find that Danon's

panel board 11 neets Appellants' clained "first printed
circuit board" as defined by Appellants' argunent in the brief

and reply brief.

Appel  ants argue on pages 10 and 13 of the brief
that the Danmon wire wapping pins 17 which passed through the
hol es 36
in the substrate 35 and extend through the wire wap board 11
do not suggest the pins of the first electrical conponent
whi ch pass through a first and second printed circuit board as
recited in Appellants' claim10. Appellants further argue on
page 5 of the reply brief that the pins in Danon's arrangenent
are not pins of an electrical conponent but rather are wire
wWr appi ng pi ns.

We note Appellants' claim10 recites "first

el ectrical circuit conponent having one or nore pins each

10
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passi ng through one of said holes in said first printed
circuit board and each protruding from an opposite side of
said first printed circuit board.” In colum 3, |lines 22

t hrough 25, Danon teaches that figure 1 shows a wire w apping
pin 17 nounted in board 11 havi ng socket ends 21 extending

t hrough conductive | ayer 14 on the opposite side of the board
fromthe projecting pins. Danon further teaches in colum 3,
lines 25 through 27, that the wire wapping pins of this
configuration may be referred to as socket

pins. In colum 3, |ines 58 through 60, Danon teaches that
figure 4 is a greatly enlarged sectional view show ng a
portion of one row of pins 17 as they appear in a conplete
structure. We note that figure 4 clearly shows the socket

portion of the

conmponent protrudi ng through panel board 11 with the pin
extending fromthe socket portion. Therefore, we fail to find
t hat Danon teaches a first electrical circuit conponent having
one or nore pins passing through one of the holes of said

first printed circuit board since the Danon electrical circuit

11
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conponent is the socket that passes through the hole.
Therefore, we find that Danon fails to teach all limtations
recited in Appellants' clains 10 through 183.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the
Exam ner rejecting clainms 10 through 13 is reversed.

REVERSED

JOHN C. MARTI N )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)  BOARD OF
PATENT
M CHAEL R. FLEM NG ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
| NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
ANI TA PELLMAN GROSS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
MRF: psb

12



Appeal No. 1997-2652
Application 08/385, 509

Patent Law G oup
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